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MEMO TO FILE

Telephone Conference Summary: Resolution of EH-232 Comments on MRAP Revised ~
Draft Final ROD

R. Kaltreider, DOE/EH-232
H. Perry, UNC
T. Plessinger, UNC

June 20, 1990

A conference call was held to discuss resolution of EH-232 comments on the
MRAP ROD. EPA Region VIII had reviewed the comments and had previously
identified to UNC the comments they felt should be incorporated, which
included most comments. The following identifies only those comments agreed
to not be incorporated as a result of the conference call, and resolutions
which required clarification. A copy of the comments received is also
attached.

Comment 3. Resolution: The ROD will identify several potential technologies to
be used and state that the appropriate technology will be determined during
the design phase.

Comment 7. Resolution: The ROD will include a brief table identifying radium
concentrations on the piles and soils, and will include a comparison to the 40
CFR 192 remediation standard.

Comment 8. Resolution: It was agreed that this comment will not be
incorporated. It was agreed that risk is one factor in the decision to
remediate the millsite, but is not the only reason. DOE would have remediated
the site whether CERCLA was involved, or not. Regarding the summary table, a
summary risk table was included in a previous draft, and subsequently deleted
because it was more confusing to the reader than it was helpful.

Comment 9. Resolution: This comment was agreed to be partially incorporated.
EPA has accepted the risk assessment using risk to the population. This
acceptance is based on the history of the MRAP risk assessment development and

-the fact that the clean-up level is health based (40 CFR 192) and will reduce

risk to acceptable levels. The radiologic risk assessment was performed prior
to-EPA’s Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual (1986). A sentence will be
added to this section that states that the clean-up levels are health-based
and will achieve acceptable risk levels, and a rough estimate of individual
risk will be added for the baseline radiological risk.

Comment 10. Resolution: The ROD will add clarification to the reason why the
soil ingestion was excluded from further consideration. Although trespassing




is possible, the frequency would be seldom due to the existing security fence
and the chance that trespassers would ingest contaminated soil is very low,
because ingestion is associated predominantly with very small children.
Further, the existing soil cover serves as an additional barrier to ingestion
of tailings material itself.

Comment 13. Resolution: This will be added unless it is stated elsewhere and
then it will be referred to.

Comment 25. Resolution: A brief discussion will be added to show that the
clean-up standard is health based, and it will be stated that the remedy is
protective within the specified range established by EPA. An extremely
simplified risk to the individual will be provided as well, for comparative
purposes.

Comment 26. This comment was agreeed to not be incorporated after
clarification of RCRA applicability was given.

Copies to:

D. Williamson, DOE-GJPO

W. Murphy, DOE-HQ

R. Kaltreider, DOE-HQ

J. Lilly, Weston OTS

P. Mushovic, EPA Region VIII
S. Peterson, State of Utah
H. Perry, UNC
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LH-23 C:mments on the Monticello M{ll Site
Draft Record of Decision (ROD)

Overall, the draft ROD does a ¢ood job at documenting the

selected remecdy. It closely follows the format provided in EjA‘s
ROD guidance, &nd inclucdes mcst essentlal comporents and contunt
in most of the ROD suctions., 7The follewing comments sre provided
to stréngthen the cecision rationale and assure consistency wi.th

EPA guidance.
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ol p.-1, last para,
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3 p.2, ist para.,

4th bullet
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drd bullet(new)

[ P.3, last para,

1SOMMENT

The vee cf the word aptabllized {3 mis-
leading baised on EPA torminclogy., IPA

defines stabllization as any treatment

technology that utilizes stabllizing
Agents(ic. cement, pozzolanic, ete.) to
physically or cremically bind hazsrdcus
consti{tuenis into a solid masg to recuce
leaching. The selected remedy doe¢a rot
include any such process, soc the use of
stabilized should te delested here and
throughout the ROD.

Suggest key technical aspects of the
repository he briefly highlighted to
show (ts {ntegrity and reliabllity,

Specify treatment technclogy(les) that
will be used for runoff{/dewatering watar

Nention supplemental standards would
allow leaving contaminstion in place
whera removal would cause urndue envizo-
mental damege,

Suggeet & new bullet be added to
indicute irstituticnal controle would
be included if necessary.

Suggent Adding sentence stating thast (n
eddition, treatment (s not practicable
due to extremely large volume of
materinle,
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sec. 5.0
Genesal

gEec, §.0
Genexral

p-12, sec. 6.1.J
last para

p-13, Sec. 6.1.2
para. 3
linee 8 & 9

p.14' sec. 6.1.2
para. 4
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COMMENT

Adding a tsble({s) which highlights major
contaminants, concentrations, & health
stancdards for each major media would ke
useful to Jdepict contaminante of concern
Table 3-3 from RI Report is an exusmple,

In their FY 89 Rod Analysis, EPA /denti=-
{ied cocuméntation ¢f site risks as (he
priority area for improvement in ¥Y 40,
This {5 alse & key area in this ROD that
could be improved. This section needs
additional Iinformation to clsarly pro-
vide the raticnale for taking remedial
action (le, excess lifetime cancer risk
outeice th® risk range). Suggest brief
nerrative & table (see EPA ROD Guidance,
Exhihit C-1) ke added at end of section
to summari:e key risks.

Recogrizing radiological risk asgessnent
can be mor? complicated then chemical
assesgmont, still need to Correlate
annual cancer {ncidences to excess life-
time cancer risk to show these levels
ptse a risk outside the 107 to 10™®

risk range. This is important since the
radi{ologiecal risk is the principal
health threat driving remedial action.

Thé attached User's Gulde: Radlonuclidt},r*”?

Carcinogenlcity should be helpful,

EPA dces not allow the use of fencss or c&as%;AﬁM;

other {nstitutional controls in estadb-
Jishing baneiine risk(see attschec note)
Should assume some limited entry will
occur (trenpassers, etc.), & then deter-
nine if the soil cever reduces exposure
that there {s no unacceptable risk.

The cancer risk attributeble to arsenic
is presented as 107%, but then states
this is & 1 in 10,000 xisk. This error
should Le corrected. Aleo, EPA Rirk
Assessmant Guidance uses a concentration
level that corresponds to the re¢asonable
maximum exposure rather than the puaximum
and average expogures, which could show
risk is within the risk range.
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¢ ? General

18 p.22, Table §-2
colurns 3 § 4

19 p.23, Sec. 8.1.,3
p-?" SeCo 80203
Tables 8-1 & 8-2
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pP.26, Sec.
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COMMENT

These sections state the no action
alternatives would reguire the use of
institutional controles. This {8 not
considered &8 no action alternative by
EPA (nee ROD Guidance, p. §-2), which
only allows monitoring &8 part of no
acticn. Deletae mention to {nstitu-
tionel controls 80 these &re true no
acti{cn alternatives,

Suggest you reifterate the waste type &
quantity td be addressed by each QOU.

How & when will it be determined what is
most :ppropriate treatment téchnology
for runoff water?

Refer to comment 1. Delete the word
stabilfzation & replace with contalnnent
or dlsposal.

When will ZPA & State decide if uge of
supplemental standards I8 appropriatu?
wWhat eddit{onal institutional cont.rols
will this requirze?

EPA ROD Guldance recommends for each of
the 9 evaluation criteria to discuss the
best slternative fizst, with the other
alterratives dlscussed in sequence.

Inforsation under these 2 criteries im
reversed.

This criterion applies only to recuction
of toxicity, mobility, or volume thrsugh
treatrent. The reductlon in mobility
thru contalnment in these alternativis
should be tfeleted from this criterion §
addressed under overall protactiorn of
human health & environment.

Under this criterion, EPA recommerds
that alternatives not be described as
permassnt or impermanent, but retler as
a4 continuun, Uge wording such as,
alternative 2/3 provides greater degres
©f permanence then alternative i, and
altermative 2 & 3 provide the zamn
degren of permanence.
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Sec. §, General

pP-27, sec. 9.1,1
para. 2

p.28, para. §

p.30, Table §-1

p035‘ SeCc 1001"
para. 2

p.37, Sec. 10.2.1
pt‘Oc SeCo 10.2-‘
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Throughout thie section, delete the word
stabllization ¢ replace with contoinnent
or di{rposal.

Is the proposed repositcry property
contaminated? If not, suggest a brief
raticnale be provided for using this
property rather than the millsite,

Suggest you mention the 100,000 yd® of
contaminated rateri{al to be received
from MVP was part of the ¥VF ROD,

Is the cost of purchasing the repository
property §ancluded {n the total cont? .

Mugt correlate annual cancer incidences
to excess lifetima cancer risk to show
that ris‘ after remediation ig within
EPA's 107 = 10" riek range,

Use retionsle from Appendix B ¢to high-
1ight here in statutory Determinations
that ECRA (B not ARAR., JImportant to
also Cetermine {f disposal of wast.e /n
repository constitvtes RCRA placenent,
since this would triggexr LDR if ¢ (o
deternined in the future that we lLave
RCRA restricted waste.
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